
BEFORE THE
TENNESSEE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

In Ho: Samuel & Glennie Birchfleld
Ward 55, BlocIc2l, Parcel 16
Residential Properly Shelby County
Tax year 2005

INITIAL DECISION AND ORDER

Statement of the Case

The Shelby County Board o1 Equalization "county board has valued the subject

roperty for tax purposes as follows:

________________

LAND VAIIJE IMPROVEMENT VAWE TOTAL VALUE ASSESSMENT

$44,500 Js105.soo $150000 $37,500

On January II. 2006, the property owners tiled an appeal with the State Board of

Equalizalbn State Board".

The undersigned administrative judge conducted a hearing of this matter on April 4,

2006 in Memphis. The properly ownen of record now deceased were represented at the

hearing by their daughter. Charlotte A. Birohlield. Staff appraiser Chris Kirby appeared on

behalF or the Shelby County Assessor °F Property.

Findings of Fact and Con,sions of Law

The properly in question s a one-story, 1512-square-foot house that was built in the

mid-Ffflies. This residence, which includes a carport, is located at 326 Chuckwood n the city of

Memphis.

Upon consideration the taxpayeYs complair pursuant to Tenn. Code Mn. section 67-

5-1407, the county board reduced the appraisal of he subject properly from $165500 the

Assessors original cost valu& to $15O..1 In this appeal to the State Board, Ms. Birthtield

contends that such çxopertyshould be vwd at $135910. The appdfantdehved Uiattigure by
deducting torn the 4sssoi- value $165500 The estimated cost of numerous repairs,

replacements, and renovations which she believed a prospective buyer of the home wou}d
expect. Ms. Sirchfield introduced a series or photographs showing the various deficiencies that
she perceived in the subject house.

the prices for the live homes selected in Mr. Kirtys comparable sales analysis ranged
from $155000 to $236000. In his view, the lowest-pricod or those houses 151 Wallace was
probabty most similar to the subject in overall condition.

‘The Asseor’s cornputer-assistod mass appraisal system had generated a so-called
comparable sale value" of $184,000 For the subject pioperty as of the January I, 2005
reappraisal date,



Tenn. Code Ann. section 67-5-601a provides in relevant part that ithe value of all

property shall be ascertained from lie e.idence of its sound, intrinsic and immediate value, for

purposes of sale between a wilting seller and a wiltin9 buyer without consderation of speculative

values..

Since the taxpayer seeks to change the present valuation of he subject properly, she

has the bunion of proof in this adminisative proceeding. Stale Board Rule 0600-1-.l 11.

It is doubliul whether the expenditure of nearly $30,000 on the upgrades listed by the

appellant would be economically feasible - that is, would result in a corresponding inerease irk

the value of this 50-year-old house, In any event even assuming that it would, the

administrative judge must respecifully reject Ms. Birchfiolds proposed value, in he cost

approach to the valuation of real property. the total amount of accrued depreciation is deducted

from the estimated replacement cost new or reproduction cost of the sbuctures - not the

appraised value of the property. See, e.g., International Association of Assessing Officers,

r92erly Assessment Valuation 2 ed. 1996, pp. 128-129. Sutractiori of the estimated cost

to cure deferred maintenance from the disputed value, alter all, would beg the question of

whether such value takes the present condition of the improvements into account.

Order

It is, therefore, ORDERED that the followin values bo adopted for tax ar 2005:
LAND VALUE IMPROVEMENT VAUJE TOTAL VALUE ASSESSMENT

$44,500 $105,500 $150,000 $37500

Pu’uant to the tjnifomi Administrative Procedures Act. Tenn Code Ann. § 4-5-301-
325, Tenn. Code Ann. § 67-5-1 501, and the Rules of Contested Case Procedure of the Slate
Board of Equalization, me pailies are advised of the failowing remedies:

A party may appeal his decision and order to the Assessment Appeals

Commission pursuant to Tenn. Code kin. § 67-5-1 501 and Rule D600-1-.1 2 of
the Contested Case Procedures of the State Board of Equalization. Tennessee
Code Annotated § 67-5-1501c provides that an appeal TMmust be filed within
thirty 30 days from the date the initIal decision is sent" Rule 0600-1-12 of
the Contested Case Procedures of the State Board of Equalization provides that
the appeal be filed with the Executive Secretary of the State Board and that the
appeal identify the allegedly erroneous findings of fact and/or
conclusions of law in the Initial order"; or

2. A party may petition for rewnsideration of this decision and order pu’iuant to
Tenn. Code kin. § 4-5.317 within fifteen 15 days of the entry of he order. The
petition or reconsideration must state the specific grouMs upon which reef is
requested, Th0 fling of a petition for reconsideration is riot a prerequite for
seeking adminisfrative or judicial review.
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This order does not become final until an official certificate is issued by the Assessment

Appeals Commission. Official certificates are normally issued sevenly-æve 75 days after the

entry of the initial decision and order if no parly has appealed.

ENTERED this 27 day of April 2006.

PETE LOESCI-
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE
TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF STATE
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES DIVISION

cc: Charlotte A. Birchtield
Tarneaka Stanton-Riley, Appeals Manager Shelby County Msessars Office
Rita Clark. Assessor of Property

IIRQ*P!
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